














































factors in the Charleston area .. 
. to shore up a slightly replica of 
the social order they had 
defended in the late war (Shick 
and Doyle 1985:31). 

Just as to the point they argue that: 

[i]n the grand mansions of the 
city the upper class of old families 
continued to hold sway despite 
some disturbing signs of genteel 
poverty in flaking paint and 
pawned silver. The older leaders 
of this "ancient city11 developed a 
fiercely conservative resistance to 
things new and came to see the 
lack of growth as a blessing that 
allowed them to preserve a 
special heritage with its roots in 
the old order of antebellum times 
(Shick and Doyle 1985:30). 

Phosphate allowed economic activity, but without 
any real growth. It allowed the blacks to be 
engaged in productive activity, but without allowing 
any great deal of true freedom. And, like cotton 
before it, phosphate was pre-destined both to 
destroy the land and to result in eventual economic 
collapse. 

Phosphates, used as fertilizers, were found 
as deposits in beds or strata of rough nodules 
11from part of an inch to several feet in diameter,11 

often associated with fossil bones. The strata was 
typically 6 to 20 inches in depth and was fonnd np 
to 8 feet below the modern surface. The nodnles 
were also found in creeks and "on the low lands 
which form a belt of country running parallel to 
and ten to fifty miles from the seaboard" according 
to Guerard (1884:4). In the post-war rush to find 
some new system to bolster the economy and put 
blacks to work, however, none of the problems 
potentially associated with phosphates were 
considered significant. 

The phosphate industry in South Carolina 
eventually fell victim to forces much bigger, and 
more powerful, than imagined by the investors -
resembling the events associated both with cotton 
and rice. The rapid decline in South Carolina was 

largely the result of new strikes in Florida during 
the 1880s, strikes in Middle Tennessee in the 
1890s, and eventually the discovery of deposits in 
Algiers. At the same time, internal problems such 
as political conflict (including exceptionally 
unsuccessful efforts by South Carolina to regulate 
the industry), natural disasters, and the decisive 
role of the northern capitalists all contributed to 
the fall of the phosphate industry. Land mining of 
phosphate continued into the 1920s, but at a 
declining scale. Even mergers and infusion of 
capital were unable to keep the industry viable in 
South Carolina. 

Land phosphates were mined in a process 
not dissimilar to strip mining seen today. One 
account explains that: 

having carefully examined the 
land for phosphate, its depth, 
thickness of stratum, etc., a field 
is selected and drained by means 
of trenches, technically known as 
11Iine pits,11 dug around the tract 
and reaching below the level of 
the rock bed, this field is about 
600 yards wide, and made as long 
as possible for transportation of 
the dug rock. A tram road for 
horse, or steam, is oonstructed 
through the midst of the field in 
its length, and then, commencing 
at the "line pits" and working in 
toward the tram, pits measuring 6 
by 12 feet, are sunk in long 
parallel lines. The 
superincumbent earth is thrown 
up with shovels behind the men, 
and the phosphate rock dug out 
with picks and cast on the 
untouched ground in front. When 
trees are in the field they are 
undermined and thrown over on 
the side which has already been 
excavated. The rock is rolled from 
the pits in barrows and dumped 
on platforms on the roadside, 
whence it is loaded into cars for 
transportation to the washers 
(Guerard 1884:6). 

Another account, while somewhat more poetic, 
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Figure 5. Cottageville 15· topographic map showing the Encampment Plantation vicinity in the early twentieth 
century. Scale is approximately 3300 feet to 1 inch. 

offers a clear understanding of the industry's 
impact on the land: 
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Here, sloping down to the river­
banks on either side, you see the 
grand old plantations, of which 
such beautiful traditions are 
presetved. Grand are they still, 
but with a melancholy grandeur, 
as dethroned things or exiled 
heros. Silent they have stood for 
many years, discrowned and 
voiceless .... But lo! along the 
banks of the river runs a thrill of 
awakening life . . . new sounds 

are heard, and the old, whose 
hearts cling to the ways of the 
past, tum aside with a little sigh 
as the great trees fall beneath the 
axe .... The land just here looks 
as though a whirlwind has passed 
over it. Giant roots torn up lie 
scattered here and there. It is a 
sunny expanse of desolation 
(Haskell n.d.:411 ). 

Consistent in all of the descriptions is the 
incredible amount of destruction caused by the 
mining process. 
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water for hours 
as they dug 
through the 
s t r a t a , 
extracting the 
phosphate rock 

Figure 6. Portion of the J.T. Killock property map for Charleston County showing the project area 
in the 1930s. Scale is 1 mile to 1 inch. 

conditions 
similar to rice 
cultivation 
(Haskell 
n.d.:412). Yet, 
"the Negro digs 
about three 
days in the 
week, and is 
not to be 
depeuded on 
for regular 
work; but when 
he fancies, can 
accomplish a 
great deal more 
than a white 
man in the 
same time" 
(1883 report 
quoted by Shick 
and Doyle 
1985:15). The 
freedmen, in 

It is also apparent that the mmmg 
operations evolved through time. Chazal remarks 
that early efforts by many of the companies were 
not well coordinated. The pits were small and 
widely-spaced, resulting in little rock. Later, "some 
of the fields that had been pitted in this way were 
afterwards mined systematically, and as much rock 
taken from them as had been obtained at the first 
digging" (Chazal 1904:50). Consequeutly, there 
were some fields which received only limited 
mining, while others were very intensively mined or 
even re-mined. 

Just as the importation of slaves was 
justified on the basis of economic need and the 
supposed inability of white men to survive the 
rigors of agricultural pursuits, period accounts of 
phosphate mining remark that blacks "alone can 
stand the hot suns and malaria of the phosphate 
swamps in the summer" (Guerard 1884:9). 
Descriptions of the work reveal that often the 
blacks were required to stand in the mud and 

spite of their '1aziness" were employed since they 
were "docile" and 11not given to strikes.11 In spite of 
the poor conditions the freedmen generally favored 
phosphate mining since they were paid by the 
vertical foot excavated in a 6 by 15 foot pit 
(typically 25¢ a foot, amounting to about $1/day). 

It seems likely, although not conclusively 
documented, that the phosphate mining operations 
significantly altered the study tract. While the 
various drainage ditches would not have caused 
great damage, dearly the excavation of rock would 
result in the near total destruction of any 
archaeological materials present. Areas subjected 
to mining may show occasional remnants, such as 
pottery, but are not likely to yield any in situ 
materials. Mine areas will be recognizable through 
the presence of the drainage system or through 
disturbed soil profiles. 

Although we were not successful in 
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identifying plats of the project area (admittedly we 
were not able to consult with either the South 
Carolina Historical Society or the Charleston 
County RMC), we did frnd three maps which 
provide some information on early twentieth 
century land use. 

The 15' Cottageville topographic map 
(surveyed in 1918) is reproduced as Figure 5. It 
shows what may be portions of the original road 
network as well as a series of structures which may 
date to the late nineteenth century. In addition, 
considering the possible margin error of 
transposing what are thought to be the original 
property boundaries to the topographic map, even 
those structures just outside the tract should be 
considered potentially within Encampment's 
boundaries at least until an intensive 
archaeological survey is conducted. 

In the early 1930s J.T. Killock prepared a 
plat map for Charleston County, illustrating the 
locations of all parcels sufficiently large to be 
illustrated at a scale of 1 inch to 1 mile. While 
always requiring verification using RMC records, 
this plat provides a very useful overview of 
properties and is shown as Figure 6. The 
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boundaries shown on 
this map are those 
taken as representing 
Encampment's original 
form. It is possible, 
however, that small 
tracts, such as those 
shown belonging to 
Jackson and Pinckney 
along the eastern 
margin, may originally 
have been part of 
Encampment that 
were sold off in the 
postbellum. This again 
illustrates the need for 
a detailed title search. 

The 1942 
General 
Transportation and 
Highway Map for 
Charleston County is 
reproduced as Figure 
7, again with the 

plantation boundary approximately indicated. Only 
one structure - an occupied dwelling - is shown 
at the southern end of the parcel, probably 
representing the Pye's current residence. It should 
be noted, however, the methodology employed to 
create the highway maps (essentially driving roads 
and recording sites using odometer readings) was 
not conducive to the recordation of structures 
situated any significant distance off the state or 
county road. Consequently, the absence of 
structures on Encampment cannot be considered 
conclusive. 

Ms. Pye has provided us with a copy of a 
1957 plat of a portion of Encampment Plantation 
(Charleston County Register of Mesne 
Conveyances, Plat Book L, page 22). When 
compared to Figure 6 it appears that while the 
northern and eastern boundaries have remained 
relatively stable, portions of the western edge have 
been sold off through time. 

Recommendations 

We have emphasized, at numerous points 
in this discussion, that additional historical research 



is necessary. Historical research is always required 
for an intensive archaeological survey like that 
being contemplated by Charleston County. The 
S.C. SHPO's Guidelines and Standards for 
Archaeological ltwesrigations recognizes the 
significance of historical research commenting that: 

research into historical records 
must be considered an integral 
part of any project. Such an effort 
can ... help pinpoint known and 
potential areas of prehistoric and 
historic landuse. Investigators 
should locate relevant historic 
maps, plats, deeds, aerial 
photographs, soils maps, census 
records, and oral histories and 
compile a preliminary list of 
primary and secondary historic 
resources (S.C. State Historic 
Preservation Office n.d:l7). 

This initial overview is of special assistance 
since it briefly recounts the 11conventional11 wisdom 
concerning the history of the tract, explores some 
of the contradictions, and outlines area of essential 
additional research. 

Given the sensitivity of this particular 
tract, it appears essential that a complete chain of 
title be created, complete with references to plats, 
mortgages, and probates. This will be necessary to 
fully understand those who owned the tract and 
the parts they may have played in South Carolina 
history. The chain may need to be extended to 
include peripheral lines, in order to better 
understand land use history during the postbellum. 
Once owners have been identified it will be 
important to explore the agricultural census from 
1850 through 1880 to determine the level of 
activity on the property during the late antebellum 
and early postbellum. For the postbellum it is also 
imperative that additional research be conducted 
on phosphate mining efforts, since these will have 
not only have a cultural impact on the property, 
but will also dramatically affect the ability to 
identify and recover some types of archaeological 
sites. As previously discussed, phosphate mining 
had a particular impact on the African-American 
population, and it is as important to document this 
postbellum way of life as it is to document slavery. 

Perhaps the most difficult area of 
historical research will be the colonial period, 
especially as it relates to the Stano Rebellion and 
General Greene's use of the property. It seems 
unlikely that secondary source research will prove 
especially fruitful. We must further admit that even 
primary research may offer little additional 
information. In the case of the Stano Rebellion, 
Peter Wood has likely exhausted the relatively 
convenient primary sources. He has left us with the 
option of scouring plantation journals and diaries 
originating in this and neighboring plantations for 
entries which might provide some additional clues. 
This, at best, is a 11ong shot," requiring an 
extraordinary expenditure of labor with no 
gnarantee of any reasonable return. It would be 
probably be relatively easy to identify the Skirving 
plantation (this may have already been 
acomplished by Ms. Pye). It is likely to be more 
difficult to determine that Greene's troops didn't 
establish additional camps and temporary 
fortifications elsewhere. Again it would be 
necessary to explore personal papers and records, 
plantation diaries, and perhaps British and military 
records. 
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SUIRVEY MlETlH!ODS AND JFINDINGS 

On Monday, August 7, 1995 Ms. Natalie 
Adams and Dr. Michael Trinkley visited with the 
Pye's and examined a number of the sites in the 
immediate vicinity of Encampment Plantation. We 
also had the opportunity, at this time, to review 
extensive documentation concerning this particular 
project, including letters from the S.C. SHPO, the 
Army Corps, and written transcripts of several 
public meetings at which the heritage resources of 
the property were discussed. 

Methods 

Our field survey, at best, is a 
reconnaissance. We examined the general area of 
the previous S.C. SHPO metal detector survey, 
several of the Pyes' agricultural fields, and the 
vicinity of an African-American cemetery. No 
effort was made at any of the sites to conduct a 
systematic or intensive field survey. No shovel tests 
were excavated. And although we conducted a 
brief metal detector survey at the location of the 
previous S.C. SHPO study, we did not quantify 
11hits 11 in any manner, nor did we verify the 11hits" 
through excavation. While this visit certainly is not 
adequate for any compliance purposes, the level of 
investigation at all of the sites was consistent with 
our goals of examining the archaeological 
resources present and obtaining a 11feel" for the 
adjacent County property. It was also adequate for 
site recordation purposes, and it provided us with 
the background necessary to offer substantive 
management recommendations. 

Findings 

During the study, five archaeological sites 
were physically identified, visited, and recorded. In 
addition, we gathered information on possible 
additional sites in the immediate area. 

Site 38CH1589 is situated in an abandoned 
or old field just off the Pye 's property on land 
owned by Charleston County and apparently within 
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the boundary of the proposed borrow pit for the 
initial landfill operations. The central UTM 
coordinates are E558280, N3625650, and the site is 
about 5,000 feet uorthwest of the original 
Jacksonborough Road. At the time of this visit the 
field was moderately overgrown in weeds and 
brambles (Figure 8). There was evidence of 
previous cultivation, consisting of remnant furrows, 
and there was evidence that the field had been 
previously bush hogged, consisting of a dense mat 
of dead vegetation on the ground surface. The soils 
in the site area appeared to be relatively loose 
sandy loams and were identified by the soil survey 
as being dominated by moderately well-drained 
Charleston soils. 

To the north and west of this site, 
situated on the, edge of a sand ridge, there are 
swamp lands that are thought to be old rice fields. 
To the south are primarily woods, while to the 
west are additional cultivated fields. The 
topography appears to be relatively level in the site 
area, although the County's topographic map of 
the area, provided by Ms. Pye, appears to show the 
site to be on a slight slope. The ground apparently 
rises slightly to the south and west. 

The site was initially pointed out to us by 
Ms. Pye, who reported that this was the location of 
the March 29, 1995, S.C. SHPO metal detector 
survey. Upon closer examination we identified a 
number of small holes, about 0.2 foot in depth and 
about 0.4 by 0.6 foot in size, which were consistent 
with those produced by excavating metal artifacts 
identified by metal detectors. In multiple cases we 
also observed small piles of adjacent soils, 
apparently representing the spoil from these 
excavations. In several cases, artifacts (ceramics, 
glasS: and architectural remains) were present on 
top of this spoil. In addition, our pedestrian survey 
of the field also revealed a single pin flag, a 
portion of which read 'TR l." This is likely a 
reference to a metal detector sutvey transect as it 
was found adjacent to a small hole. 



Figure 8. Natalie Adams using a metal detector to establish boundaries at 38CH1589. View to the south. 

Figure 9. Field at 38CH1591 with Charlestou County property in background. View to the north-northwest. 
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Ground surface visibility obscured much of 
the site, but the metal detector holes produced a 
small quantity of materials (which were not 
collected), including light green flat glass, "black" 
glass, kaolin pipe stems, undecorated creamware 
ceramics, and blue transfer printed pearlware 
ceramics. In addition, brick and shell-mortar were 
locally abundant. One partially intact, hand-made 
brick fragment was identified (measuring 4 by 2% 
inches). 

The scatter of artifacts (including brick 
rubble) and the presence of metal detector holes, 
coupled with our brief metal detector 
reconnaissance suggests that the site measures at 
least 250 feet north-south by 200 feet east-west. No 
effort was made to establish a boundary on the 
wooded eastern edge. 

The proximity of this site to the nearby 
northern and eastern swamps, the topographic 
setting on a sandy point encompassed by swamp, 
and the distance from the Jacksonborough road 
are all consistent with this depiction of the "Haine" 

· settlement shown by the 1826 Mills' Atlas. In 
addition, the artifacts, with a late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth century date are also consistent 
with the early nineteenth century Hayne ownership 
of the property. Although additional archaeological 
study is certainly required, we are inclined to 
suggest that this site may represent the early 
antebellum homesite of Robert Young Hayne. We 
recommend that the site be considered, pending 
additional historical and archaeological research as 
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Site 38CH1590 is situated in a heavily 
wooded area just north of the Pye's cultivated 
fields on property owned by Westvaco Timber. The 
central UTM coordinates are £558000, N3625700. 
The site is the location of what appears to be an 
African American cemetery and it is shown on the 
7 5' Jacksonboro USGS map. At the time of our 
visit vegetation was very dense, hindering a 
complete examination. In spite of this we were able 
to identify at least two areas of multiple grave 
depressions, as well as one grave, for Mary 
Simmions (1882-1933), marked with a head and 
foot stone. We estimate that the cemetery 
measures approximately 200 feet in diameter, 
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although no clear boundaries were determined. We 
have not been able to locate a death record for 
Mary Simmions (or Simmons) in the DHEC death 
records filed at the S.C. Department of Archives 
and History. 

Ms. Pye reports that there are at least 
three additional marked graves, which we were not 
able to relocate during this brief investigation. She 
also reports that when the cemetery was first 
visited there were goods marking several graves, 
although the number appears to have declined 
sharply over the past year, and during our 
reconnaissance we found no evidence of grave 
goods. The removal of grave goods is a common 
problem as individuals unknowingly pick items up, 
intentionally remove items as collectibles, and 
intentionally seek to reduce the visibility of the 
cemetery. 

At least one small cedar tree was observed 
during this reconnaissance, suggesting that there 
may be intentionally planted vegetation associated 
with the cemetery. It is not uncommon for African­
Americans to plant a number of spiritually 
significant plants in cemeteries. It would be useful 
to examine this cemetery for carefully for 
additional evidence of plantings. 

This cemetery is situated in an area of 
poorly drained Youngs soils downslope from the 
higher, sandy fields to the south. The topographic 
map suggests that this is a natural drainageway 
from the higher elevations northwesterly to the rice 
fields. 

Based on this very limited reconnaissance 
we recommend this site as potentially eligtble for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places for the bioarchaeological information it 
contains. In addition, the site is likely significant 
for the information it can contnbute on African­
American mortuary customs, such as grave 
offerings, vegetative plantings, grave orientations, 
cemetery landscape, and coffin hardware. In 
addition to the site's potential significance as a 
heritage resource, we must also point out that it is 
protected by South Carolina Code of Laws, §16-1 7-
600, et. seq., relating to cemeteries and human 
graves. This law makes it a felony to destroy, 
damage, or desecrate human remains; a 



misdemeanor to vandalize or desecrate a grave, 
graveyard, or place where human remains are 
buried~ a misdemeanor to vandalize, injure, or 
remove a gravestone or other memorial~ a 
misdemeanor to obliterate, vandalize, or desecrate 
a cemetery or graveyard; and a misdemeanor to 
destroy or injure plants, trees, shrubs, or other 
items associated with a "repository for human 
remains." 

It appears, based on our admittedly limited 
understanding of the County's proposal to pump 
large quantities of water across this cemetery using 
the natural topography for drainage, that the 
action may seriously damage the integrity of the 
cemetery. There is the potential for the additional 
water to alter soil chemistry, possibly affecting the 
bioarchaeological condition of the remains. There 
is potential for the additional water to affect the 
preservation of materials such as coffin hardware 
and wood associated with coffins. There is the 
potential for the water flow, through sheet erosion, 
to affect the topography of the cemetery. The 
water may also affect the condition and 
preservation of the stone monuments. While we 
are not horticulturalists, it seems reasonable that 
the addition of over 100,000 gallons of water per 
hour to the soil might affect the site vegetation. 
Consequently, it is conceivable that (1) the site's 
archaeological potential may be affected and (2) 
that the County's proposed actions may violate 
South Carolina's Code of Laws. We strongly 
recommend that this matter be reviewed by 
competent legal counsel 

Site 38CH1591 consists of a scatter of 
prehistoric and historic materials in a field on the 
Pye's property immediately adjacent to the 
County's proposed landfill site. The central UTM 
coordinates are E558040, N3625550. The site area, 
at the time of the survey, was freshly cultivated, 
although surface visibility was limited by a lack of 
recent rainfall (Figure 9). The soils in this area are 
sandy loams of the Charleston Series, consistent 
with those found to the west at 38CH1589. 

The prehistoric materials include two plain 
sherds (possibly Early to Middle Woodland 
Deptford series pottery), two flakes of coastal plain 
chert, the basal fragment of a Small Savannah 
River Stemmed projectile point made of coastal 
plain chert, and one Caraway triangular projectile 

point. These items appeared (based on this very 
limited survey) to be concentrated primarily along 
the eastern edge of the site, adjacent to the 
windrow and old road separating the Pye's 
property from that of Charleston County. The 
historic materials recovered included four "black" 
glass fragments, all characteristic of ale or wine 
bottles of the nineteenth century and one kaoline 
pipestem fragment. These items seemed to be 
more diffusely scattered across the site. 

The site area seems to measure around 
200 feet north-south and to extend outward into 
the field (i.e., to the west from the eastern field 
edge) about 200 feet. Although it is likely that the 
site extends through the windrow and into the field 
to the east this was not explored during our 
reconnaissauce study. Such an examination would 
require either that the County's fields be disced to 
permit better visibility or, alternatively, that 
intensive shovel testing be undertaken. 

Based on the limited information available 
concerning this site we cannot offer any 
recommendation, other than that additional 
investigations are necessary. 

Site 38CB1S92 consists of a scatter of 
historic artifacts and the presence of in situ brick 
piers associated with the Pye's residence. The 
central UTM coordinates are E557850, N3625230 
and the site is found an area which is either open 
or in low yard grass. The soils are well-drained 
Wagram sandy loams and artifacts were collected 
from small open areas or from the dripline around 
the extant house. 

Two brick piers were observed just below 
the existing ground level on the western side of the 
Pye's house (Figure 10). These may relate to an 
earlier structure which, according to tradition, 
burned. Architectural debris thought to be 
associated with this original structure can be seen 
as mounds in the woods on the northwestern edge 
of the grassed yard The one pier which was most 
clearly defmed seems to be consistent with a frame 
structure. The bricks are consistent with those 
associated with at least late nineteenth century 
sites. 

The artifacts associated with the site, based 
on materials collected by the Pye's from their yard, 
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Figure 10. Pier identified at 38CH1592, roughly cleaned. 

Figure 11. Oak allee at 38CHJS92, showing alignment, size of oaks, and extant house. View to the north. 
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appear to be primarily whitewares (many blue 
transfer printed specimens) and bottle glass. 
During this survey we collected four cut nail 
fragments, four unidentifiable nail fragments, one 
"black" glass fragment, three fragments of burnt 
glass, two fragments of ginger beer bottle, six plain 
whiteware ceramics, one sponge decorated 
whiteware ceramic, and one kettle fragment. These 
items suggest a late antebellum or early postbellum 
date range. For example, the cut nails were fist 
manufactured in the late 1830s and continue to be 
used today. The ginger beer bottle ware dates as 
early as about 1820 and continues into the early 
1900s. The whiteware ceramics may date as early 
as about 1813, bot are still produced today. The 
one fragment of sponge decorated whiteware might 
have been manufactured between 1836 and as late 
as 1870. The materials were recovered from an 
area measuring, minimally, 200 feet in diameter. 

Curiously, only one item has been 
recovered from this site which might be considered 
"early." During rehabilitation efforts the Pye's 
unearthed a utensil fragment which consists of the 
shank and a portion of the bowl of what today 
would be considered a ''table" spoon. Although the 
bowl is largely missing, the remnant portion 
suggests an oval form, post-dating the seventeenth 
century. The drop present on the underside of the 
bowl is broad. The handle shape has a tipped 
fiddle shape post-dates about 1740. The handle 
also evidences squared shoulders. These 
projections above the bowl on the handle are often 
thought to date from the third quarter of the 
eighteenth century on. There is also a short midnb 
on the back of the handle. On the whole, the 
spoon appears to date from the eighteenth century. 
On the back of the handle are a series of five 
marks. One is the silversmith's mark, roman 11M.C. 11 

in a rectangle. Mark Cripps, a London silversmith 
is documented to have ru;ed his initials in a small 
rectangular punch on a 1767 piece (MacDonald­
Taylor 1962:88). The other three provide 
considerably more detail. The first is a ''hall" or 
"town" mark, a Leopard's head, for London, the 
location of the assay office. This is followed by a 
"standard" mark, a lion walking to the left, which 
indicates that the silver is of sterling quality and 
most likely post-dates 1719. The third and final 
mark is the annual date letter. Each assay office 
allocated its own specific letter for each year. The 
letter on the spoon indicates a 1756 date (Belden 

1980; Niiel Hume 1978; Miller and Miller 1988). 

While it appears that the spoon recovered 
from this site dates from the second half of the 
eighteenth century based on its marks, as well as 
its form, it is the only early eighteenth century item 
observed in the collection. Everythlng else has a 
mid to late nineteenth century appearance. The 
only exception to this is the oak allee which 
appears to lead up to the site (Figure 11). Mr. P.O. 
Mead, of Mead's Tree Service, dated the trees 
from 180 to 260 years in age, based on their dbh 
(diameter breast height, which ranges from 50 to 
85 inches). While imprecise, this age range suggests 
that the trees may have been planted between 1815 
and 1735. Although considerably more work is 
required, it is possible that this site is not, as 
previously thought, the Hayne plantation 
settlement, but rather dates from the late 
antebellum or early postbellum ownership of 
perhaps the Kings. It was not uncommon for 
plantation settlements to move away from the 
swamp edge as the significance of the swamp 
"miasma" became better understood in the late 
antebellum. 

This site is recommended as potentially 
eligible for inclru;ion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The presence of intact 
architectural remains and the large quantity of 
artifacts associated with the site sugg~ that the 
site is well preserved. If, as we have suggested, 
there is a movement of the Encampment 
settlement away from the rice fields, this site (as 
well as 38CH1589) become especially important 
since they allow ru; to examine the plantation and 
the associated changes across time. 

Site 38CID593 is a scatter of historic 
materials in a cultivated field north of site 
38CH1592. At the time of this survey the field was 
in corn and surface collection conditions were 
limited The Pye's however, have a relatively large 
collection of materials from this site and this 
allowed inspection of a more representative 
collection. 

The central UTM coordinates are 
E557830, N3625320. The soils were of the iilatively 
light and sandy Wagram series. Materials were 
found along the edge of the field, by the dirt farm 
road, for a distance of about 200 feet north-south. 
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Obseived remains included several brick fragments. 
Recovered materials include one undecorated 
whiteware and one annular whiteware. The Pye "s 
collection includes a large quantity of annular 
whitewares, consistent with the two ceramics 
collected during this visit. The materials are of the 
same age as those collected from 38CH1592, 
although the decorative motif is typically 
considered to be of a lower status and is often 
associated with slave settlements. This suggests that 
38CH1593 may be a slave row situated behind ( ie., 
north of) the main settlement. 

Although we had the opportunity to 
discern little about this site, its seeming association 
with 38CH1592 and its possible function as a slave 
settlement causes us to reco=end it as potentially 
eligible for inclusion on the National Register. 
Although dating from the late antebellum, this site 
may be able to provide information on the lives of 
slaves at a plantation on the verge of exhaustion. 
We would presume that as the economic viability 
of a plantation declined, so too did the owner's 
care and attention toward his slaves, yet this is 
untested. We know relatively little about how the 
owner's fortunes affected the lives of his slaves. 

Reported Sites 

In addition to these five sites which were 
actually visited, we were also told of several more 
in the i=ediate area. There are several other 
scatters of historic remains reported by the Pyes to 
be in their fields. Of even greater interest, a nearby 
property owner - Mr. Gaivin - reports growing 
up in the area. He remembers that there were two 
structures standing in the field currently proposed 
to be used as a borrow pit by the County, both of 
which were tom down in the 1940s. These likely 
represent tenant farmsteads. He also recalls his 
father telling him of a "row of houses" to the north 
side of the rice fields, also on County property. 
These may represent a remnant of a slave 
settlement, or may represent postbellum housing 
for black phosphate workers. His own dwelling as 
a child was to the west of the extant plantation 
house, on the Pye's property and Mr. GaIVin 
recalls that during the late 1930s there were a 
number of different buildings scattered around on 
the property. 
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This information emphasizes the 
complexity of the Encampment tract and seems to 
confirm what we already expected - that the 
plantation will present an extraordinary range of 
occupation spanning the prehistoric and historic 
periods. It would be a mistake to oversimplify the 
diachronic aspect of the plantation by viewing it in 
a synchronic fashion. 



RJECOMMJENDATIONS 

This brief reconnaissance has substantively 
fulfilled the initially outlined goals. We have had 
the opportunity to explore at least some of the 
heritage resources present on the Encampment 
tract. Five archaeological sites (38CH1589 through 
38CH1593) .have been recorded with the South 
Carolina Institute of Archaeology and 
Anthropology, including one on the County's 
proposed landfill site, one on property belonging to 
Westvaco, and three on property owned by the 
Pye's. These sites represent a range of temporal 
and cultural associations, including prehistoric 
material dating as early as about A.O. 500, historic 
remains from the last quarter of the eighteenth 
through the first quarter of the nineteenth century, 
historic remains from the late antebellum or early 
postbellum, and a cemetery dating from at least 
the early twentieth century (and likely originating 
in at least the early postbellum, if not antebellum). 
The sites and materials recovered represent the 
remains of Native Americans, African-Americans, 
and Euro-Americans. At least four of these sites 
have been recommended as potentially eligible for 
inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places. There are also accounts of additional sites 
on Encampment (taken to include the property 
owned by the Pyes and the County). 

We had the opportunity to examine the 
actual layout of at least a small portion of the 
County property, paying special attention to the 
site initially found by representatives of the S.C. 
State Historic Preservation Office. We also had the 
opportunity to examine the natural topography 
related to the African-American cemetery and to 
determine that it might be jeopardized by the 
pumpmg of water across the natural lay of the 
land. 

We spent several hours exploring the 
documents associated with this project and 
comparing the information available to our own 
findings and observations. It was helpful, to us at 
least, to associate the sites we identified with 

specific project maps, letters from various agencies, 
and the general status of compliance efforts. 

Finally, we believe that we were able to 
gather sufficient data to offer at least preliminary 
heritage resource planning recommendations. It 
would be irresponsible to do other than emphasize 
that these must be viewed as preliminary. As more 
information is obtained concerning these, and 
other resources present on the tract it will be 
possible, even essential, to re-evaluate these 
recommendations. Further, it is important for us to 
stress also that these recommendations are offered 
as our best professional judgement. They are not 
offered as legal recommendations or observations. 
Neither are they offered as representing any 
regulatory authority. Chicora Foundation has no 
special authority, or commtss1on, to offer 
judgements on compliance procedures or efforts. 
On the other hand, given that these 
recon1mendations are offered by professionals with 
combined experience and expertise of nearly 40 
years, we believe that they are valid and worthy of 
due consideration. 

There seems to be no evidence of unusual 
damage to the tract. It has not, for example, been 
completely mined for phosphate. It has not, as yet, 
been used as a landfill. It evidences no unusually 
deep plowing history (although we have not 
verified surface observations and oral history 
through excavations). There is no indication that 
the site has been frequented by looters or metal 
detector enthusiasts. In sum, we see no immediate 
indication that the archaeological integrity of the 
tract has been compromised. 

There are ample historical resources 
available to conduct at least minimal historical 
research. While we would not wish to have this 
interpreted as impling that sites absent historical 
records are worthless, we do believe that at least 
some minimal historical background helps in the 
process of site identification and assessment. 
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There are a range of archaeological 
resources, allowing a broad spectrum of 
archaeological research questions to be addressed. 
These minimally include plantation settlement 
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 
postbellum phosphate works, and perhaps 
twentieth century tenancy. Of special interest is the 
possibility that Encampment contains early and 
late plantation settlements. At least one prehistoric 
site has been encountered and it seems likely, 
based on our knowledge of similar localities, that 
other Native American sites will be identified. 

In sum, it is our 
Encampment Plantation 
archaeological potential. 

opinion that the 
has exceptional 

Our first reco=endation, therefore, is 
relatively general. We believe that the planta/Wn 
trac~ if at all possible, deserves long..fenn 
preservation. South Carolina's heritage resources 
are being destroyed at an alarming rate. And while 
new archaeological sites representing our own 
society are being created daily, there are no "new" 
sites being created by "yesterday's" society. In this 
sense archaeological resources are more fragile, 
and non-renewable, than most any other 
environmental resource. Trees can be replanted 
and endangered species, with proper breeding, can 
be re-established. Archaeological sites, however, 
can never be re-created once destroyed. 
Preservation is always the preferred option. 
11Banking" sites for future generations may have a 
wide range of positive side-benefits - providing 
open space for the public, offering protected land 
for wildlife habitats, and even reducing the 
demands on public agencies for infrastructure. 

If presetvation is not possible, then our 
second recommendation is that the property deserves 
very careful professional archaeological investigation. 
In compliance terms this means that the tract 
deserves, first, an intensive archaeological suIVey 
meeting or exceeding the Guidelines and Standards 
for Archaeological Investigations established by the 
S.C. State Historic Preservation Office and second, 
an intensive evaluation of the historic documents. 
We caution all of the parties involved that the S.C. 
SHPO investigation, while entirely appropriate for 
the determination that archaeological resources are 
present, is not a thorough archaeological survey. In 

30 

spite of letters which we have seen referring to 
testing, it is our professional opinion that it is 
imperative to obtain sound survey data for the 
project area. Our brief reconnaissance has 
demonstrated the possible existence of other sites 
on the County's portion of Encampment through 
both field survey and informant history. It would 
be premature to focus attention on one site, or a 
perhaps even a portion of one site, without fully 
understanding the complexity of the entire 
property. 

Following from this, our third 
recommendation is that the heritage resources would 
be best served by investigation of the entire 
Encampment tract owned by the Caunly. 
Piecemealing the survey and historical research by 
first considering the 20 acre borrow pit site, then 
latter considering the remainder of 600+ acre 
landfill site, and perhaps at some point integrating 
information from those parcels not owned by the 
county, might result in the assessment of sites in a 
vacuum. For example, we suggest the possibility 
that 38CH1589 is the original plantation settlement 
which, in the late antebellnm, moved to 38CIU592. 
Assessing either site, without knowledge of the 
other, would provide only a partial view and 
understanding of the resources. Although this is 
done, by necessity, in compliance research, in this 
particular situation it does not appear necessary to 
piecemeal the research. There is good reason to 
believe that by considering the entire tract at one 
time it would be easier to evaluate potentially 
repetitive sites, such as tenant settlements and 
possibly even phosphate mining settlements. Being 
able to examine the entire universe on the tract, 
rather than only a limited number at a time might 
help ensure that those most worthy of study could 
be identified. 

Our fourth recommendation is that the 
archaeological study should be conducted as soon as 
possible. Compliance with historic preservation laws 
can be time consuming. It takes time to select a 
consultant, conduct the survey, prepare the report, 
have the S.C. SHPO review the report, potentially 
conduct testing if further evaluation is necessary, 
prepare that report, have it reviewed by the S.C. 
SHPO, consult with the federal agencies involved, 
prepare a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) if 
eligible sites are identified, have the MOA 



approved by the lead federal agency and the 
Advisory Council, and, if necessary, conduct data 
recovery excavations, prepare that report, and have 
it reviewed by the MOA parties. It is our 
experience, however, that these studies can be 
conducted in a timely manner as long as 
archaeology is integrated into the overall planning 
process. It is only when archaeological research is 
postponed to the end of the review process that 
projects are delayed. 

Our fifth recommendation is that the 
County carefully re-evaluate funding for the 
archaeowgical studies. There appears to be some 
confusion regarding the costs of this type of work. 
While it is not our recommendation that the 20 
acre borrow pit area be surveyed independently 
from the entire Encampment tract, an intensive 
archaeological survey of this area, meeting the 
minimal requirements of the S.C. SHPO would 
require less than $5,000. An intensive survey of the 
entire 646.9 acre tract would likely cost less than 
$15,000. It is meaningless to offer any estimates of 
data recovery costs prior to the intensive survey 
and assessment of the identified sites since it is 
only with this data in-hand that reasonable, and 
defensible, projections can be made. 

There are also a series of 
recommendations which are more specific and 
which have been previously mentioned. The S.C. 
SHPO's collection of materials from 38CH1589 is 
a potentially significant collection which will 
certainly be of use to future researchers at 
Encampment and other eighteenth century 
settlements. Consequently, we encouroge their 
curotion, awng with the associated field notes, so they 
will be available and presetved. In addition, we are 
particularly concerned with the potential treatment 
of the African American cemetery identified as 
38CH1590. It is still difficult to believe that the 
plans call for the open discharge of over 100,000 
gallons of water per hour across this ~n1etery. 
Such action would almost certainly impact the site. 
Consequently, we encouroge the County to re-evaluate 
the proposal to discharge water across the cemetery in 
order to avoid both bioarchaeowgical and legal 
problems. 
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South Carolina Statewide Survey Site Form 
State Hiltorlc Prdenatlon OEike 
P.O. :Bo" 11669• Colnmb!a• SC• 29211•(80!1)7M-8609 

lDEN'I'll1CATION 
I; Coattvl Nllml>er ..Q; 19 f_,0"'0~00...._ ___ _,f 4.-#30 { 3-f. .M 2. NR Mlorofldie 11>41«, ----

county cenrua delligna~ place lltc # 
Encampment Plantation, Hous1:i 

"- Common -

s. Addr<a/)ocation: 8864 Highway 17 

aty: Parkers Ferry Vlclnl f: Ad.ams Run Co Charleston TMS: 50-0-0-19 ty 0 • Wiiy: ...... ="-='----'=---=::...;...,:.;_"-''--"~-'-----

6. Ownom.tp private~ (2) county(!} awe (4) fede"'1 (5) 9. ~ u.e(t): 
7. Category: build ~"' ) aru.cmrc (5) object (4) 
8. Hktnncuoe(•): lingle 1) ult!dwclling (l!)c==W<S) IG.Potentlah 

llngl" dwellinirlfillmutti dwelling (2) 
.commcn:lal (~ (0) 
NR(l) NR hiltoric dlol:rlct (%) :u-chuologicol (ll} 

other (0) 
11. Slatus/datr. lilted individtully In Nalional ~ll!I" _J _J _ nai:ne ------------------

_lW.ed .. partofNR historic district_/_;_ Name of district -----------------­
_contributing ._not'H:Ollaibutlng 
_l!Jted indmdually Natioftal Hi4tolic wdm.,.k _J J _ 
_ determined eligibl-..cr objection_;_;_ 
_ dctcnnined NOT eligible _J _!_ 
_dcfened by"""""' board _J _/ -
_ rejected by Washington_/ _J __ 
_pending fcdtnl nominadon _J _J __ 
_ completed Prellmimry lnTormation Sheet (PIS)_/_/_ 

12. Number of eotllrib\\dng p~ 

_pan of NHL distrlct _/ _/ _ 
_DOE process _J _/ _ 
_n;jectcd by revl<:w board_/_/ -
_remOYed from NR _/ J _ 
_reinoved from 1111"V"f _/ _/ _ 
_demolished_/_; _ 
_nOmination on file/1'1~ proces.>ed _/ _J _ 

PROPERTY DJ!SCRJPTION1 Mm olJow (0);, .,.,.,.,,_ ...urd""1. on rwm:o M. """"',,,., 20.,. 21. 

U. Collltrllotloa D•~ 19&-- H. A!Ufttloll V.C.. 15. Ardlllectllnl flyle or Influence 

16. Co>""M•l.l Form- clrcle J.ppropria.tett5p01'lae(•) 

A) %-pm co1M1crrlal block D )l<W:ked vertical block 
II) 1-pmi:ommercial block E) 2-part vertical block 
C) enli"amed window wall F) $-put -=Ucal block 

17. DESCRimON: Stlld,., _.., ~ os a.pprrtpriat... 
A)EIISTORICCORE~E l>)ROOFSHAPE -~ 

reaangula; e pble (ttld to fron~ 
square (2) gable (lallml) (2) 
L (ll) hip (ll) 

. T (4) crooa gable (4) 
u (5) pynmldal (5) 
H (6) flat (6) 
octigonal (7) tnmeated hip (7) 
in"cgulu (8) gambrel (8) 
ocher (0) inanwd (9) 

B);!O 
1 (1) 
l"l /:t cs (2) 
z ltoriet (3) 
21/2 lllmieo (4) 
3 flOrieJ (5) 
olher (O) 

C) PORm BFJGJ?r 
1 SIOlY 
l ltOr}'W deck (2) 
2 or more t10riea (!) 
2 or more wllh den ( 4) 
rooli:d balcOtly """' l "«'! 

hlp/&hed (5) 
othCI" (0) 

alt bo" (IO) 
je:tkil'lbead ( 11 ) 
pbJe.on.hlp (12) 
mono-pitch (14) 
notwoble (15) 
other (0) 

£) PORQI WIDTH 
entrance bay only ( 1) 
CWtt 1 bay, lesa than full 

&ade~2) 
1.1111 (!I 
facade a.: I ele\'allon (4) 
facade&: right elevadon (5} 
&<:ade It both elevatiom (6) 
otht:r (0) 

G) temple front 
HJ vault 
I) etll'nmed block 

F) PORCH ROOF SHAPE 
lhed (I) 

blp~Z ga $) 
pcdi!riaited gable ( 4) 
!lat (5) ~ 
engaged ( 6) 
partWly ~ (7) 
gable-on·hlp or sb..d (8} 
engaged potte cocherc (9) 
Ollter (O) 

CJ J'fllMB~CHDINEJIS ...l_e,.teti ) 
.~lerlor (2) 
--+"'terl~ 
_central '(:t) 
_nue(5) 
_double &houldettd (6) 
_not viaible (7) 
_Olher(O) 

Jl Central block w/wlngs 
lQ arcaded block 
0} other 

H)WINDOWS 

lill~(l 
doub (2 
III ) 
grouped(4) 
decon.ti.e (5) 
dltplay (6) 
other (O) 

~PANEC:ONFIGUl!AnON 
lneeried (1) 
Queen An8" Olock-glau (2) 
Pralr\e/buug>latll cnl\Sm>n ...-Irie: (!I) 
aoc.Wlble(4) 

~li_;_ 

J~i(QV 
_double (2) 
-(S) 
faallght ( -t) 
lldeHghu (5) 
odier (0) t/M 
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K) CONSTRUCl'ION M£n!OD M) POR.CH DETAILS 
~) chamfered poota (I) 
~ tutJled poou (i) 
log(!) aupporuonped~ 
1tecl (4) colWllJll (4) --- L/ 
other (0) p=1&11 

L) EXI'EIUOR WALLS P (6 
~(1) pWari 
bead~Uierboanl (%) ~ding p<>llA (8) 
lhlpl ( balumade (9) 
lllllh (4) apro11 wall (10) 
woodlhlnglc (IS) wrned ba!llll<m (11) 
ltUCco (6) decorative 11awn balwten (12) 
tabby ('T) slat balUSICn (1 !) 
brick (8) other sawn/turned worl< (14) 
bric:l< veueer (9) iruie<:tiw:reening (15} 

ltOJICventtr (10) ~~) (16) 
cut«one (11) ~ 
marbl" (lt) 
uphalt roll (l!) 
.ynthetk oldtng (14) 
ubo•toohlngle (15) 
pigmented lllnlctunl. 

glass(l6) 
other (0) 

N~MATERIA.L 
(1 

IWC brick (2) 
none(&) 
brick S. stone ( 4) 
ath.,,. (OJ 

18. IUSTORIC OUTBun.DINGS AND stllUCJ'lllU!S: . 

none(!) u:nantho~ 
none 'Yillblc (2) other ho~~ 
garage (!) · office~ 
garage w/livlng .,.,,a ( 4) barn Qfil) 
llhed (IS) IObacco barn (11) 
kitchm (6) dmy (12) 
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0) llOOF MATERW­
compooit!on shingle (l) 
p,..,...,,i mew ahlngle (ll) 
wood lhlng!c (S) 
ll:iu! (4) 

nlted 3:J.tal (IS) 
otherme (6) 
rolled 7) 
not Yillble (8) 
die (9) 
other (0) 

P) FOl.INDATION 

notvill3! brick . (2 
brick pier fill (!) 
brid (4) 
stuccoed muonry (~) 
•IOlle pier (6) 
ltane (7) 
con=tt: block (8) 
llab conauuctlon (9) 
buement (10) 
rWed buement ( 11) 
other (0) 

crib (I! 
smokehouse (14) 
alave howe (15) 
privy (16) 
,..,n <1'1 
sprlnghouae (18) 

,. 
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!2) DECORATIVE l!LEMl!NT 
MATl!RlAL 
cut !rot\ (I) 
pretlOd metal (2) 
ICml coaa (!) 
gnnltt: (4) 
marble (IS) 
cut llOllC (6) 
brick (7) 
wood (8) 
pigmenled gWa (9) 
stone (10) 
l!llCCO (11) 
other (0) 

R) INTElUOK FEATURES (lial) 

flOre (19) 
windmill (20) 
chlcbn coop (21) 
llilo (22) 
-i.bome (2!) 
?1:IOt a:llm' (2:4) 
oth"" (0) 

19. SURROUNDINGS: relidcntlal (I} reaitlcntlal/commen:ia!C!) comm=:ial (!) ~community (!S) !nd111trial (6) otlu!r (0) 

20. ADDmONALDESCRIPTIVECOM:MENTS: Small lateral gable projection at left elevation. 

ZI. ALTERATIONS M: piers appear to be ca. 1960 alteration. 

HISTORICAL INFORMATION 

tt. Theme(1)1 ---------- 23. Period(1)1 _______ 24.. Impcnwttpenon.: --------

25. ~1): ----------------Source: -~----------------
26. Builder(>) ----------------

~- HiltoricaldaQ The narae Encampment Plantation is said to have been given to this property after 
1792, when American forces camped here as they guarded the road from Charleston to Jacksonooro 
Ferrv while the South Carolina General Assembly.met at Jacksonboro. 

211. lnformant/lllbliogn.phy John H. Boineau, interview 22 April 1992. 

PkOGl'lAM MANACEMENT 
%9. Quadrangle name: _ ____,J""a""c'"'ks""o"'n:.::bo..;;..::.ro~------ !O. Photogropha: prin~ (2) ncgatl-fl':l(Di 

!1. Olher doetUDCntatiOll: survey b-cWp 61a (I) N..aon..1. Regl&te1' 5lel (2) w: ~Illa(!) gnnt~ (4) •-hla«i<:al mart.er lllee (5) 
~ta! t'e\'lew 6lcl (5) HAllS,IHAER (7) SCIM. (8) ~r (0) '--------

st. ~nome/Brm Preservatfon Consultants/~ !!. l>Men>eonled &;(fJ:-.>(CJ?-
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South Carolina Statewide Survey Site Form 
CONTINUATION AND PHOTOGRAPHS 

ControlNumbcr_Q/---=1~9'--~_,/~-o-oo_o~~~~~~~-'--2~4~8_0_7_34~~~~00~~-
counry ceruus designated place si~# 

Continuation: 

18: barn directly to rear (north) of house: front gable maii{core with row of 
stalls in shed extension at right elevation.· Tenant house: .2 mile south 
of house, at east side of oak avenue; ca. 1930, three bay wide shiplap 
residence with lateral gable roof, shed portico at entry . 

. . . 
.. 

• 

.<-,o 

0 "' 
0 

•o 
' . 

~ 
0 

Photo# Photo 1n.i.x # v .... of N,S,E, W 

1 Facade & Left s, w 

. . 0 . . 
"""'· ·' ~fj,, 

• 

0 .. 
0 

Date Taken/Recorded by: Preservation Consultants, sf/ 6/23/92 

State Historic Preservation Office • P.O. Box 11669 o Columbia. SC 29211 o (803) 734-8609 
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Stat.! Hloioric Pn:ioenatlon o~ 
P.O. !lox 11669• Coh=bia • SC• 29211 • (80S)7J4..8609 
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• I 2.480734 .~ z. NRMlctoflchelndex# ____ _ 
mENTIFICATION 
l. Control Number ..Q; 19 / 0000 

Dtct 
Oak Avenue and Cemetery 

county cenms deoignat<d plau 
s. Hlstmlc-<•J: Encampment Plantation, 

8864 Highway 17 

01)': Parkers Ferry Vlclnltyof: Adams Run Cowuy: Charleston TMS: 50-0-0-19 

~ ~ priw.G:tio/~Ounty (5) - (4) federal (5) 9o Cun:eat .-(o): dngle dwdling (1) lllultl dwelling (2) 
'7. cattso'T- building (1)" ( IUUCtUl'c (!)object (4) commerdal (5) ~ 
& Blrlaric _,(t): t!n:m:c g muld dw<!llirtg (%) c:ommmlal (5) 10.Po~ NR(l) NR. hlJt0rlc~ (2) an:haeologk.t (!) 

oth (0) . 
11. S-/dale: .. U:ally!nNlllional~_J_/_ n:une _________________ _ 

_lilted u pmo£NR. blsioric dbtrier._/ _J _ Name of disuict ------------------
_conuibutlng _non-<0nutbuting . 
_lllted lndl'li<luallyNulon:al Hlstaric Landmuk._/ _; _ 
_ detmni;ied ellglblc--ownn objecdon _/ _;_ 
_ delennlned NOT eligible _J _t_ 
_ deferred by m'iow board _J _J_ 
~ byW..bingion_J _J __ 
_pending federal nomination _J _J __ 
_ conipi..i...:i Pttlimlnary Information Sheet (PIS) _I_/_ 

IZ. Number of eo1ttributing pl'Openia;. ___ _ 

_part of NHL dlnrict_/ _; _ 
_DOE proce.._/ _/ _ 
_ttjeci.:d by l'e\'lcw board_} _J _ 
_i:=""'<I from Nit _J _J _ 
_rem-.! from Sll""l' _J _J _ 
_ dmrioli.shed _J _J -
_nomination on filc/n~ proc....,d _J _J _ 

PROPERTY DESClUF'I'ION: Whm ot/16(0) i< .a-..,"""""""".,. .,..,.,..,.;J,.,M.rmi<p"J 20"' 21. 

lJ.Co~i.. .... a..ul>al!o 1825c l4.A1t4'ntio11l>alie 1$.Archltectuttl.orlnfluence -----------

1G. Co=-dol Fomt- drde appropriall!: respome(1) 

A) 21"'ft i::ommm:lal blod D )at:acked -ucal block G) U:tOple front J) Ccntnl blod w/wing.s 
B) 111m commetdal block E) 2-pan. ""l'Ucal block H)wult . I'.) :iraded block 
C) en£r=ed window wall F) !-pm .mical blod: I) enframed bloclr. 0) other 

1'7. Dl!SCJUPTION: s.t.cl ..,_,,,~.,, ~ 
A) msroRIC CORE SHAJ'E D) ROOF SHAPE F) PORCH ROOF SHAPE HJ WINDOWS 

n:.:wigular (1) gablo! (end to front) (l) abed (1) single (1) 
oqua:e (2) gable (Wen!) (2) hip ('l) double(!) 
L (!) hip(!) gable (S) lripartite (!) 

, T (4) atlll gable ( 4) pedimented &""hie ( 4) grouped (4) 
U(5) PJizuMhl (5) Oat (S) dccon.tive (5) 
H(6) flu (6) ~(6) dlspl>.y (6) 
octigonal ('7) ttUDC&ted hip ('1) panlally engaged (7) other (0) 
in'eglllu (8) pmbn!I (8) ~P or ohed (8) 
other (0) lDllJl&lrd (9) ~ porte cochcre (9) l) PANE CONFICURATION 

B)SfOIU!S ..itt-(10) othet (0) 
ttaccr!cd (1) 

l filM)' (1) ,}mmhead (11) Que= Aline blcc:k-gW. (2) 
l l /% ltorict (%) plJlc.<Ja.lUp (U) 

G) NllMBER OF CBIMNEW Pr.ilric/bung.taw I cnftmlan 
2 at<>t1et (S) lllOllopiu:b (14) geometric (S) noc'riliblc (15) _t:l<ll!:riot' (l) 21/% aoricl (4) 

Oda!!' (0) _in~end (2) notvlsible (4) 
s lloTir:I (5) other (0) 
other (0) _interior (!) _;_,_;_ E.) PORCSWIDTB _emir.II ( 4) 

C) PORCH BFlC8T eil.trallte bay only (l) _flue (5) 
I 11oty (1) <Mr 1 bay, lea lhan full _double !!houldercd (6) J)DOORS 

1 •toryw/dttk (!) faade(t) _not visible (7) Jingle (1) 

'Z or men> au:>tie. (S) 11111 £Kade (3) _otber(O) _double(!) 
2 or more with tiers ( 4) r.c.de &.: left.elm.lion ( 4.) innoom ($) 

roofed balcony over 1 aory facade &: right e1""atlon (5) Fanlight ( 4) 

hip/abed (5) facade&: both elevadona (6) lldelights (5) 
.... ,n,.,. (0\ other(O) othn (0) ""' 
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JQ CONSJ'RllcnON METHOD 
_,(1) 
Ct2Jlle (2) 
log(S) 
llltel (4) 
Olher(O) 

L) IXl'EJUOR WAUS 
~(1) 
beaded~(%) 
lhiplap (S) 
lbllhbod (4) 
wOO<hhlngle (5) 
-(6) 
rabbr ('1) 
bd<t.(8) 
brick veneer (9) 
llllXIC..:Dffl'(lO) 
mu• ne (11) 
muble (12) 
asphalt rvlI (1!) 
aynd>l!lic aiding (14) 
ubeowuhlnglc (15) 
plpented llIU(wnl 

glus(lG) 
otha (0) 

8037348820 

M) PORCH DETAILS 
charol'ered poou (1) 
auned post& (2) 
"'l'J>Ortl on ped¢1t2k (!) 
COiutblll ( 4) 
polll (5) 
pm(6) 
pillan ('1) 
~ding posts (8) 
baluatnde (9) 
aprt111 wall (10) 
lllnled balumn (11) 
dee~ awn balU>tml (12) 
Uat bahutms (15) 
other AWD/wmcd work. (14) 
ln>=scrttnlng (15) 
pone cochcrc (16) 
other (O) 

H) CHIMNEY MATERIAL 
brick. (1) 
sm<:med brick (2) 
Mlle(!) 
brlclr.8'111.0ne (4) 
othtt(O) 

tS. BISl'ORIC OUTIIUILDINGS AND Sl'llUcnJIU!S: 

11on(W:i 
non• 'lbiblc (2) 
g1lng'I (5) 
~w/livinguea (4) 
lhed (5) 
1ltdlcn (6) 

t.tmant hoUte ('7) 
Qthor howe (8) 
af!lce (9) 
barn (10) 
tobocco barn (11) 
dilry (12) 

ARCHIVES & HISTOR\' 

0) ROOf MATERIAL 
compoc!tion ahlngle (1) 
pmoed metal ohinglc (%) 
"°""'tiling!<> (!) 
alate (4) 
raloed aeam metal (5) 
other metal (6) 
rolled f<J08ng (7) 
1101 'Vilible (8) 
tile (9) 
otbet(O) 

P) FOtJNnA.TION 
not Wible (1) 
brick pier (2) 
hriclr. pier with 611 (!) 
brick (4) 
atuccoed aworuy (.5) 
'"""'pier (6) 
llO!le (7) 
concrete block (8) 
1liab <Ollllnl<:tion (9) 
ba.emcnt(lO) 
nioed b=ment (11) 
othtt (0) 

a:ib (15 
anokd!ouoe {14) 
slave h<>U3<! (15) 
privy (15) 
well (1'7) 
rpting!>auoe (18) 

,-
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Q.) DECORATIVE ELEMENT 
MATElUAL 
CU\ Iron (l) 
p~mew(!!) 
~coua(S) 

gi=ite (4) 
marble (!S) 
cuutonc (6) 
brick (7) 
wood (8) 
pfg?ncnltd gl..., (9) 
llOne (10) 
ltUcco (11) 
other (0) 

lU lN'TElUOR PEA'IURES Oi•ll 

ltOl'e (19) 
windmill (20) 
chlcm coop (21) 
silo (l!l!) 
wuhhouse (2!) 
root cellu (24) 
olhar (0) 

19. Sl1RROUNDINCS: residential (1) rtOidentlal/com=rcial(2) coi:nm=:ial (!) ~ <OmlllmUI)' (5) lnduatrial (6) Other (0) 

20. .wnmoNALD!SCRIP'IlVECOMMENT& Approximately 2/10 mile long doubl!l J.jnf' of Jive oak 

trees leading to ca. 1930 h':iuse. Cemetery not accessible: abm1t L, mjle north of house 
at the edge of Caw Caw Swamp. 

tl. AL"rl!RATIONS~--------~------~---------------~ 

HISTORICALINFOlWATION 

n 'Ib:me<•>: --------- 25.Period(a): _______ 24.Impor12ntpenona: -------

25. AfdUtect.(•)1 ---------~----- $oun:e: ------------------

M Bulldct(•) ---------------

n. Hi&toricaldatl Robert Mills' Atlas of 1826 shows a residence ".Haine" (Rayne?] at approximateh 
this location. Encampment and the adjacent Battlefield Plantation have been historically QW!l( 

by the Fox family; in 1899 1000+ acres of Battlefield were leased to a phospha!'.1> mininJ? rompai 
28. Inf<mn2nl/Bibliognphy llills Atlas, Colleton District ; Kollock 's Property Map. 1932-34: 

"Battlefield Plantation," (undated MS, BCD Council of Governments files) 

PROGRAM MANACEME!'tt 
!9. Quadrangle mnie: ____ J_a_c_ks_on_b_o_r_o ______ w. Photograph.: prln~al.i<ks (!) nepti....,•<i) 

31. Olber docummtatlou: iuncy b...:k-up filci (1) National Rcgioter llle1 (!) t= >et files (3) gnnt f!les (4) ..,_ hla1<>rical i:n:uUr tllca (5) 
Cil\'irt>ND=tal review filel (~ HABS!HAER (7) SClAA (8) other (0) "-------

3!. :Retmdtr name/firm Preservation Consul tan ts/~ 33. Date rccon!ed f,,. /:J.:J4-/9;;._, 
' ' 
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PAGE 05 

C:Ontrol Number .JV_l"'9'--__ 1 ____ _,,,o""o""oo,,_ ____ 1-=2'--'4"""8""07'""3'-4~--·,_0::.:l::..--__ 
.site# county ceruu.s design1~d plac~ 

Continuation: 
8 & .9: other: oak avenue; cemetery. 

Photo# Pboto Ind.." # View of N,S,E, w 

1 Oak Allee, Facing South 

DateTaken/Recordedby: Preservation Consultants; sf/ 6/23/92 

State Historic Preservation Office • P.O. Box 11669 • Columbia, SC 29211 o (803) 734-8609 
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